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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is in response to the amendment filed on: 03/15/2007, IDS filed on: 
10/31/2003, IDS filed on: 08/24/2004, IDS filed on: 10/07/2004, IDS filed on: 
01/13/2006, and IDS filed on: 03/23/2006. 

2. Claims 1, 14, 38, 48, 53, have been amended. Claims 1-53 are pending. Claims 
1, 14, 38, 48, and 53 are independent claims. 

3. The objections to claims 1 , 38, and 53 are withdrawn, in view of applicant's 
amendments. 

4. Claims 1-9, 13, 14, 38-43, and 47 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Wilcock et al, claims 10-12, and 44-46 remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Wilcock et al in further view of Stubler et al, 
claims 15-23, 25-27, 29-32, 34-37, and 48-52 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Wilcock et al in further view of Rothmuller et al, claims 24, 
and 28 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wilcock et 
al and Rothmuller et al, in further view of Takahashi et al, claim 33 remains rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al, 
in further view of Wang et al, claim 53 remains rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al, and Stubler et al, in further 
view of Wang et al. 

Information Disclosure Statement 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/651 ,21 1 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2178 

5. The information disclosure statements filed on: 03/15/2007, IDS filed on: 
10/31/2003, IDS filed on: 08/24/2004, IDS filed on: 10/07/2004, IDS filed on: 
01/13/2006, and IDS filed on: 03/23/2006 are acknowledged. 

Drawings 

6. The drawings filed on: 08/29/2003 are accepted. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

7. Claims 1-9, 13, 14, 38-43, and 47 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Wilcock et al (US Application: US 2001/0015756 A1, published: 
Aug. 23, 2001, filed: Feb. 20, 2001). 

With regards to claim 1, Wilcock et al teaches a method, comprising: 

• Generating images with an imaging device having wireless communication 
capability, each image being stored as an image file: whereas, a digital camera is 
used to generate images, which are stored as image files, such as the one 
shown by reference number 4, in Fig 3. Also, the portable/mobile imaging device 
is wireless as explained in paragraph 0158 and Fig 9 (whereas a digital camera 
has GSM capability). 

• Assigning metadata to each image file contemporaneously with generation of 
each image, the metadata categorizing each image according to at least two 
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schemes (Fig 3, paragraph 0038: whereas, metadata includes a date scheme 
and a location scheme.) 
• Wirelessly transmitting the image files and assigned metadata from the imaging 
device for storage on a second device such that the image files can subsequently 
be searched based upon the metadata (paragraph 0038, and paragraph 0158: 
whereas, the mobile image device has wireless capability, and transmits the 
image files with metadata to a storage server/computer) 
With regards to claim 2, which depends on claim 1, Wilcock et al teaches: wherein 
wirelessly transmitting the image files and assigned metadata comprises transmitting 
the image files and assigned metadata via a short range wireless connection 
(paragraphs 0038, and 0158: whereas, a short range radio system, can be used.) 
With regards to claim 3, which depends on claim 1, Wilcock et al teaches: wherein, the 
imaging device is a wireless mobile device, the second device is remotely located from 
the imaging device, and wirelessly transmitting the image files and assigned metadata 
comprises transmitting the image files and assigned metadata via a wireless 
communication network (whereas, as shown in Fig 3, a second device such as a 
storage computer/server is remote from a digital device. The imaging device also 
wirelessly transmits the image files and assigned metadata via a wireless network, as 
similarly explained in claim 1 and paragraphs 0038 and 0158). 
With regards to claim 4, which depends on claim 1, Wilcock et al teaches wherein at 
least one of the schemes is date of image creation, as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
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With regards to claim 5, which depends on claim 1 , Wilcock et al teaches wherein at 
least one of the schemes is one or more subjects shown in an image (paragraphs 0055, 
and 0056: whereas, a first subject comprises description metadata being shown in the 
image, and a second subject comprises semantic location metadata being shown in the 
image). 

With regards to claim 6, which depends on claim 1 , Wilcock et al teaches wherein at 
least one of the schemes is location where an image is created, as similarly explained in 
the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
With regards to claim 7, which depends on claim 1, Wilcock et al teaches wherein one 
of the schemes is date of image creation (as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 
1, and is rejected under the same rationale) and another of the schemes is multiple 
subjects shown in an image (as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 5, and is 
rejected under the same rationale). 

With regards to claim 8, which depends on claim 7, Wilcock et al teaches wherein 
another of the schemes is location where an image is created, as similarly explained in 
the rejection for claim 1 , and is rejected under the same rationale. 
With regards to claim 9, which depends on claim 7, Wilcock et al teaches further 
comprising: receiving a designation of at least one image as personal and at least one 
image as shared, wherein the image file for the at least one personal image is only 
accessible with a password and the image file for the at least one shared image is 
accessible without the password (paragraph 0096: whereas a user's photo's can be 
optionally password protected). 
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With regards to claim 13, which depends on claim 1, Wilcock et al teaches wherein at 
least one of the schemes is location where an image is created (as similarly explained 
in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under the same rationale), wherein the 
imaging device is a wireless mobile device operating in a wireless communication 
network (as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under the 
same rationale), and wherein the assigning metadata step further comprises assigning 
location information based upon data provided by a base station for the wireless 
network (paragraph 0038, and Fig. 11 and Fig. 12: whereas, a base station is used to 
retrieve location data for metadata assignment). 
With regards to claim 14, Wilcock et al teaches a server, comprising: 

• A memory (paragraph 0158: whereas a server is used to store images and 
metadata) 

• A communications interface coupled to a wireless communication network 
(paragraph 00158: whereas, information is communicated through wireless GSM 
network) 

• A processor configured to perform steps comprising: 

• Storing, in the memory, images transmitted through the wireless communication 
network to the server (paragraph 0158: whereas, the server is used to store 
images and metadata), each image having associated metadata categorizing 
said image according to at least two schemes, wherein said at least two schemes 
include at least one of an image date, an image location (paragraph 0038: 
whereas, a date schema, and a location schema is implemented, such that they 
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are stored in external storage, such as a server (paragraph 0158)), and the 
images are stored in a database at the memory, the database including at least 
one virtual folder corresponding to each of the at least two metadata schemes 
(Fig 3, paragraphs 0038, 0052, and 0053: whereas, when the images are stored 
in a database in memory, they include at least one virtual folder corresponding to 
a collective date, and location schema). 

With regards to claim 38, for a wireless mobile device, performing a method similar to 

the method of claim 1, is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 39, which depends on claim 38, for a wireless mobile device, 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 1, is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 40, which depends on claim 38, for a wireless mobile device, 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 5, is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 41, which depends on claim 38, for a wireless mobile device, 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 8, is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 42, which depends on claim 38, for a wireless mobile device, 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 7, is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 43, which depends on claim 42, for a wireless mobile device, 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 1, is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 47, which depends on claim 38, for a wireless mobile device, 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 3, is rejected under similar rationale. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 10-12, and 44-46 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Wilcock et al (US Application: US 2001/0015756 A1, published: Aug. 

23, 2001 , filed: Feb. 20, 2001 ) in further view of Stubler et al (US Application: US 

2002/0188602 A1, published: Dec. 12, 2002, filed: May. 7, 2001). 

With regards to claim 10, which depends on claim 1 , Wilcock et al teaches wherein at 

least one of the schemes is one or more subjects shown in an image, and wherein the 

assigning metadata, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 5, and is rejected 

under the same rationale). Additionally, Wilcock et al teaches the mobile/camera device 

can run PC related applications, including OS/application software (paragraph 0157, 

and 158). However Wilcock et al does not expressly teach the assigning metadata step 

further comprises receiving a response to a prompt from the imaging device to accept or 

modify a suggested subject for an image. 

Stubler et al teaches the assigning metadata step further comprises receiving a 
response to a prompt from the imaging device to accept or modify a suggested subject 
for an image (Figure 3, reference number 208: whereas an interactive verification is 
implemented, in order to prompt about a suggested/detected subject for an image) from 
a computing device/PC. The prompt could be based upon a subject suggestion based 
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on calendar data (calendar data inherently searched by a program) such as date 
proximity (paragraphs 0028-0031) 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Wilcock et al's mobile/camera device, such that it would 
further include the subject detection and prompting and detecting a subject that is 
taught by Stubler et al's computing device. The combination of Wilcock et al and Stubler 
et al would have allowed Wilcocke et al to have "automatically selected one or more 
stored images having metadata similar to the acquired image ... and ... generating one 
or more captions or labels for the acquired image" (Stubler et al, paragraph 0009). 
With regards to claim 1 1 , which depends on claim 1 0, Wilcock et al and Stubler et al 
teaches wherein the imaging device is a wireless mobile device capable of executing 
multiple application programs, and wherein the wireless mobile device generates the 
prompt based upon data in another application program being executed by the device, 
as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 10, and is rejected under the same 
rationale. 

With regards to claim 1 2, which depends on claim 1 1 , Wilcock et al and Stubler et al 
teaches wherein the other application program is a calendar program, as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 10, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
With regards to claim 44, which depends on claim 38, for a wireless mobile device 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 10, is rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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With regards to claim 45, which depends on claim 44, for a wireless mobile device 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 1 1 , is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

With regards to claim 46, which depends on claim 45, for a wireless mobile device 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 12, is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

9. Claims 15-23, 25-27, 29-32, 34-37, and 48-52 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Wilcock et al (US Application: US 2001/0015756 A1, 
published: Aug. 23, 2001, filed: Feb. 20, 2001) in further view of Rothmuller et al (US 
Application: US 2003/0033296 A1, published: Feb. 13, 2003, filed: Jul. 17, 2002) 
With regards to claim 15, which depends on claim 14, Wilcock et al teaches wherein at 
least one of the schemes comprises image date (as similarly explained in the rejection 
for claim 14, and is rejected under the same rationale), and wherein the processor is 
further configured to perform steps comprising: providing a user interface to select at 
least one date, and displaying information regarding images corresponding to the 
selected date (paragraph 0088-0094: whereas a user uses a filter control in a user 
interface to specify images corresponding to a specific date). However, Wilcock et al 
does not expressly teach providing a user interface to select at least one date 
component, comprising a year, a month, or a day. 

Rothmuller et al teaches providing a user interface to select at least one c/afe-scheme 
component comprising a year, a month or a day, and displaying information about the 
images (Fig 1 , paragraph 0030: whereas, a user specifies in the search criteria a lower 
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bound and upper bound comprising a specific year, month, and day by means of a time 
line, and the images are displayed as thumbnails in a user interface). 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Wilcock et al's scheme filtration/selection system, to have 
further included specifying specific date-scheme criteria, including year, month, and day 
as explained by Rothmuller et al. The combination of Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
would have allowed Wilcock et al to have "selected, sorted, organized, and found 
objects based on their tagged metadata content" (Rothmuller et al, paragraph 0004). 
With regards to claim 16, which depends on claim 14, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
teaches wherein information regarding images comprises thumbnail images of the 
images, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 15, and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

With regards to claim 17, which depends on claim 15, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
teach the processor is further configured to perform steps comprising: providing a user 
interface to select a year and displaying, as part of the user interface (whereas selecting 
a date-scheme component (such as a year), and displaying image data, as similarly 
explained/taught by Rothmuller et al in the rejection for claim 15). However, the 
combination of Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al, that was explained in the rejection for 
claim 15, does not expressly explain the teachings for the displaying to include 
displaying as part of the user interface to select a year, an indication of the years for 
which there are stored images having metadata corresponding to an indicated year. 
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Yet, Rothmuller et al further teaches the displaying to include displaying as part of the 
user interface to select a year, an indication of the years for which there are stored 
images having metadata corresponding to an indicated year (as shown by histograms 
within the timeline of Figure 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have the combination of Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al as discussed in 
the rejection for claim 15, to have further included the teachings to displaying as part of 
the user interface to select a year, an indication of the years for which there are stored 
images having metadata corresponding to an indicated year, as also taught by 
Rothmuller et al. The combination of Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al would have 
allowed Wilcock et al to have showed "the distribution of the objects stored in the 
database [such that they can] be displayed as a histogram along a time line 11 
(Rothmuller et al, paragraph 0008) 

.With regards to claim 18, which depends on claim 17, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et 
al teach wherein the processor is further configured to perform steps comprising: 
selecting a date component (such as a year) and displaying upon selection of a year (as 
explained in the rejection for claim 17). However, the combination of Wilcock et al and 
Rothmuller et al as explained in the rejection for claim 17 does not expressly explain, an 
indication of the months of the selected year for which there are stored images having 
metadata corresponding to an indicated month. 

Yet, Rothmuller et al further teaches the displaying to include upon selection of a year, 
an indication of the months of the selected year for which there are stored images 
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having metadata corresponding to an indicated month (as shown by the histograms 
within the timeline of Figure 1 , the months for which there are stored images are 
shown). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have the combination of Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al as discussed in 
the rejection for claim 17, to have further included the teachings to include upon 
selection of a year, an indication of the months of the selected year for which there are 
stored images having metadata corresponding to an indicated month, as also taught by 
Rothmuller et al. The combination of Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al would have 
allowed Wilcock et al to have showed "the distribution of the objects stored in the 
database [such that they can] be displayed as a histogram along a time line" 
(Rothmuller et al, paragraph 0008) 

With regards to claim 19, which depends on claim 18, the combination of Wilcock et al 
and Rothmuller et al teach displaying, upon selection, as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 18. However, the combination of Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al as 
explained in the rejection for claim 18, does not expressly teach upon selection of a 
month, an indication of the days of the selected month for which there are stored 
images having metadata corresponding to an indicated day. 

Yet, Rothmuller et al further teaches the selecting to further include upon selection of a 
month, an indication of the days of the selected month for which there are stored 
images having metadata corresponding to an indicated day (Fig 4: whereas the days of 
the selected month are shown and available for selection). 
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It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified the combination of Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al, to 
further include upon selection of a month, an indication of the days of the selected 
month for which there are stored images having metadata corresponding to an indicated 
day, as also taught by Rothmuller et al. The combination of Wilcock et al and 
Rothmuller et al, would have allowed Wilcock et al to have further included a 
"representation in a view such that the days of the calendar indicate the number of 
objects having metadata associated with a given day of the week in a given week of the 
month" (Rothmuller et al, paragraph 0009) 

With regards to claim 20, which depends on claim 19, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
teach displaying, upon selection of a month, an indication of the days of the selected 
month for which there are stored images having metadata corresponding to an indicated 
day, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 19, and is rejected under the same 
rationale). However, the combination of Wilcock et al, and Rothmuller that was 
explained in the rejection for claim 19, does not expressly teach the selection of a date, 
includes a selection of a date in the image area of a user interface. 
Yet, Rothmuller et al further teaches the selection to further include includes a selection 
of a date in the image area of a user interface, information regarding images having 
metadata corresponding to the selected day (as indicated by reference number 1 10 of 
Fig. 1, a selection for a date to restrict viewing of images having metadata 
corresponding to the selected date). 
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It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified the combination of Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al, to 
further include the selection of a date in the image area, as also explained by 
Rothmuller et al. The combination of Wilcock et al, and Rothmuller et al would have 
allowed Wilcock et al to have "found particular photos ..." without having to know the 
hierarchical / directory based file structure for which the images have been stored 
(Rothmuller et al, paragraph 0003). 

With regards to claim 21, which depends on claim 15, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
teaches: 

• Displaying an indication of years for which there are stored images having 
metadata corresponding to an indicated year, as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 17, and is rejected under the same rationale. 

• Displaying an indication of months for which there are stored images having 
metadata corresponding to an indicated month, as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 18, and is rejected under the same rationale. 

• Displaying an indication of days for which there are stored images having 
metadata corresponding to an indicated day, as explained in the rejection for 
claim 19, and is rejected under the same rationale. 

Additionally Rothmuller teaches providing a user interface, as similarly explained in the 
rejection for selecting years, months, and days, as explained in the rejection for claim 
15. Rothmuller et al further teaches the user interface and selection to further include 
simultaneously displaying years, months and days for sequential user selection (Figure 
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1: whereas, the years, months, are simultaneously displayed sequentially via the time 
line (reference number 250), and the days are displayed as well in the image area). 
With regards to claim 22, which depends on claim 21, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
teaches: 

• Designating, upon selection of a year or month prior to selection of a day, a 
day of the selected year or month in which there are available images, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 19 (since the calendar shows the 
particular days in which there are available images), and is rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Rothmuller et al teaches displaying, prior to selection of a day, as similarly explained in 
the rejection for claim 19, and is rejected under similar rationale. Rothmuller et al 
additionally teaches the displaying prior to selection of a day includes information 
regarding images having metadata corresponding to the designated day (Fig 1 , 
reference number 100: whereas, no particular day is selected, and images that have 
matching metadata are displayed for each day.) 

With regards to claim 23, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al teaches: a method for 
choosing a day of the selected month in which there are available images, as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 19, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
However, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al do not expressly teach randomly selecting 
a day. 

Yet, random data/number generation is well known in the art. The examiner takes 
OFFICIAL NOTICE of this fact. 



Application/Control Number: 10/651,211 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2178 

It would have been obvious to one of the'ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al's method for 
designating/choosing a day, such that the day that is chosen using a random data/day 
generation, as well known in the art. The combination would have allowed a user of 
Wilcock et al's system to have automatically selected a day, for image selection/search. 
With regards to claim 25, which depends on claim 14, the combination of Wilcock et al 
and Rothmuller et al teaches providing a user interface to select a date component of a 
displayed region, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 15. Additionally, as 
explained in the rejection for claim 15, selecting a date component, via a time line. This 
time line, as further explained by Rothmuller et al, is used to "indicate a time period that 
can be used to search for matching objects in a database", and thus, a time period, is a 
subregion of time in a displayed region (Fig 1, reference number 100: a subregion 
display of days, reference number 250: a subregion display of months and days)). The 
displayed region in Fig 1, reference 100, shows images having metadata corresponding 
to the selected subregion. 

With regards to claim 26, which depends on claim 25, the combination of Wilcock et al 
and Rothmuller et al teaches the step of displaying, as part of the user interface to 
select a subregion, an indication of the subregions for which there are stored images 
having metadata corresponding to an indicated subregion, as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 25 (since the time line used indicates further subregions that have 
metadata corresponding to an indicated subregion), and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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With regards to claim 27, which depends on claim 25, the combination of Wilcock et al 
and Rothmuller et al teaches providing a user interface to select a sub-subregion of the 
selected subregion, the interface comprising an indication of the sub-subregions for 
which there are stored images having metadata corresponding to an indicated sub- 
subregion, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 19 (since the month of the 
calendar is indicative of a sub region, and there are marked days that indicate of 
particular sub-subregions for which there are stored images having metadata 
corresponding to an indicated sub-region), and is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 29, which depends on claim 14, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
teaches at least one date scheme, comprises, at least two subcategories (one being a 
year of image creation, and the other being a month of image creation,), as explained in 
the rejection for claim 15, and is rejected under the same rationale. Additionally, the 
date scheme that Rothmuller teaches further includes each image [being] indexed by 
each applicable subcategory (paragraph 0025: whereas, each image stored, is indexed 
according to tag metadata). 

With regards to claim 30, which depends on claim 29, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
similarly teach wherein the at least one scheme comprises image date, and wherein the 
subcategories comprise year of image creation and month of image creation, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 29, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 31 , which depends on claim 29, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
similarly teach the each image being indexed by an applicable subcategory, as 
explained in the rejection for claim 29. Rothmuller et al further teaches the 
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subcategories to include a scheme comprising one or more image subjects (paragraph 
0025: whereas, an image subject includes the subject of a photo/image), and wherein 
the subcategories comprises individual subjects of at least one multisubject image 
(paragraph 0025: whereas an image subject further includes individual subjects, such 
as place or event where the photo was taken.) 

With regards to claim 32, which depends on claim 29, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
similarly teaches at least one scheme comprises image location (paragraph 0025: 
whereas, image location includes the city name), and wherein the subcategories 
comprises a region and a subregion (paragraph 0030: whereas, the image location 
scheme, can further include subcategories of region (country) and subregion (city) as 
explained in paragraph 0037). 

With regards to claim 34, which depends on claim 14, Rothmuller et al teaches 
displaying information about images, and receiving a selection, as explained in the 
rejection for claim 15, and is rejected under similar rationale. Rothmuller et al further 
teaches the displaying of information about images includes displaying information 
about images in a first image group (Fig 1 , paragraph 0030: whereas, information about 
images in a best match image group (best match based on tag search criteria including 
date and subject) are displayed), displaying information about additional image groups 
of which the first image is also a member (Fig 1, paragraph 0030: whereas, the first 
image group is a member of a match/result set, and the second image group is also a 
member of a match/result set, and the information of the additional image groups are 
displayed in different background color or pattern), and displaying upon selection from 
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the additional image groups of a second image group, information about images in the 
second image group (Fig 2: whereas, upon selection of an image group (such as a 
close match image group) in the image area 100 of Fig 1, additional information about 
the images are displayed). Additionally Rothmuller et al further teaches the receiving of 
a selection to include receiving a selection of a first image from the first group (Fig 1 : 
whereas, an image is selected through the image area, and displayed in detail in Fig 2), 
and receiving a selection of a second image group from the additional image groups 
(Fig 1: whereas, the image is selected from a second group (such as a close match 
group) from the image area, and is displayed ). 

With regards to claim 35, which depends on claim 34, Rothmuller et al teaches: 

• One of the schemes is one or more image subjects, as similarly explained in 
the rejection fro claim 31, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

• The first image has associated metadata categorizing the image according to 
multiple subjects of the image, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 
31, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

• The first image group comprises other images having metadata 
corresponding to one of the multiple subjects (paragraph 0038: whereas, the 
first image group / "best match" group comprises other images having 
metadata corresponding to one of the multiple subjects/tags). 

• The second image group comprises images having metadata corresponding 
to another of the multiple subjects (paragraph 0038: whereas, the second 
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image group , such as the "close match" group comprises images having 
metadata corresponding to another of the multiple subjects) 

With regards to claim 36, which depends on claim 14, the combination of Wilcock and 

Rothmuller et al teach: 

wherein one of the schemes comprises image date (as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 15, and is rejected under similar rationale) and one of the schemes 
comprises one or more image subjects (as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 
31 , and is rejected under similar rationale), and wherein the processor is further 
configured to perform steps comprising: providing a user interface to select at least one 
date component comprising a year, a month or a day (as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 15, and is rejected under similar rationale), displaying information 
regarding images in a date-based group, each image in the date-based group having 
metadata corresponding to the selected date component (whereas, when a month is 
selected, information about the images corresponding to the month are displayed, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 18, is rejected under similar rationale), 
receiving a selection of an image in the date-based group (as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 34, and is rejected under similar rationale), displaying information 
about first and second subject-based groups (as similarly explained in the rejection for 
claim 34, and is rejected under similar rationale), the first subject-based group 
containing images having metadata corresponding to a first subject of the selected 
image (as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 35, and is rejected under similar 
rationale), and the second subject-based group containing images having metadata 
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corresponding to a second subject of the selected image (as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 35, and is rejected under similar rationale), receiving a selection of 
the first subject-based group (as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 34, and is 
rejected under similar rationale), and displaying information regarding images in the first 
subject-based group (as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 34, and is rejected 
under similar rationale). 

With regards to claim 37,which depends on claim 14, Rothmuller et al teaches 
displaying information about images, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 15. 
Additionally, Rothmuller et al further teaches the displaying of information about images 
further includes only displaying stored images for multiple users, wherein the images 
are organized by user, whereas, as explained in paragraph 0020, when a sharing profile 
is implemented such that pictures can only be shared between multiple users, when 
they certain user metadata conditions are satisfied). 

With regards to claim 48, for a machine-readable medium performing a method similar 
to the method performed by the server of claim 14, is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 49, which depends on claim 48, for a machine-readable medium 
performing a method similar to the method performed by the server of claim 15, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 50, which depends on claim 49, for a machine-readable medium 
performing a method similar to the method performed by the server of claim 21, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 
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With regards to claim 51, which depends on claim 48, for a machine-readable medium 
performing a method similar to the method performed by the server of claim 25, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 52, which depends on claim 48, for a machine-readable medium 
performing a method similar to the method performed by the server of claim 36, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

10. Claims 24, and 28 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wilcock et al (US Application: US 2001/0015756 A1, published: Aug. 23, 2001, 
filed: Feb. 20, 2001) and Rothmuller et al (US Application: US 2003/0033296 A1, 
published: Feb. 13, 2003, filed: Jul. 17, 2002), in further view of Takahashi et al (US 
Patent: 5,537,528, issued: Jul. 16,1996, filed: Feb. 16, 1993). 

With regards to claim 24, which depends on claim 22, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
teaches choosing /selecting a day in which there are images, as similarly explained in 
the rejection for claim 19, and is rejected under similar rationale. However, Wilcock et al 
and Rothmuller et al does choosing the first day in a numerically ordered series of days. 
Takahashi et al teaches choosing images in chronological order (column 4, lines 33-47). 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al's day selection, such that 
the day is chosen in chronological order (thus choosing a first day among an ordered 
series of days), as taught by Takahashi et al. The combination would have allowed 
Wilcock et al to have "enabled the user to select and rearrange scenes" (column 4, lines 
6-10). 
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With regards to claim 28, which depends on claim 14, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
teach grouping, upon designation of stored images by a user, the designated images 
into a user defined image folder, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 14, and 
is rejected under similar rationale. However, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al do not 
expressly teach grouping, upon designation of stored images by a user, the desigated 
images into a user-defined image folder, and grouping, upon deignation of one or more 
image folders by a user, the designated folders into a higher level folder. 
However, Takahashi et al teaches grouping, upon designation of stored images by a 
user, the desigated images into a user-defined image node, and grouping, upon 
designation of one or more image nodes by a user, the designated nodes into a higher 
level node (Fig 1a, Fig 1b: whereas, scenes are grouped upon designation of one or 
more nodes by a user, the deignated nodes into a higher level node). 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et aPs image folder storage 
system, such that the images are grouped into folders using a hierarchical grouping 
technique taught by Takahashi et al. The combination would have allowed Wilcock to 
have implemented image/scene "information indicative of a hierarchical relationship of 
... scenes" (Takahashi et al, claim 3). 

11. Claim 33 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wilcock et al (US Application: US 2001/001 5756 A1 /published: Aug. 23, 2001 , filed: 
Feb. 20, 2001 ) and Rothmuller et al (US Application: US 2003/0033296 A1 . published: 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/651 ,21 1 Page 25 

Art Unit: 2178 

Feb. 13, 2003, filed: Jul. 17, 2002), in further view of Wang etal (US Patent: 5,802,361, 
issued: Sep. 1, 1998, filed: Sep. 30, 1994) 

With regards to claim 33, which depends on claim 14, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al 
teach selecting an image, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 
However, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al do not expressly teach expressly teach 
identifying, after selection of an image by a user, other images having metadata in 
common with the selected image, wherein the common metadata is metadata other 
than the metadata utilized to initially search for the selected image. 
Wang et al teaches identifying, after selection of an image by a user, other images 
having metadata in common with the selected image, wherein the common metadata is 
metadata other than the metadata utilized to initially search for the selected image 
(column 27, lines 1-10: whereas, the user selects an image, metadata/attributes of other 
images having metadata/attributes in common with the selected image(s), are 
identified). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Wilcock et al, Rothmuller et al's image selection system, to 
have further included the ability to identify other images having metadata in common 
with one or more selected images, as taught by Wang et al. The combination would 
have allowed Wilcock et al to have "retrieved images according to their similarity 
measures" (Wang et al, Abstract). 

12. Claim 53 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wilcock etal (US Application: US 2001/0015756 A1, published: Aug. 23, 2001, filed: 
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Feb. 20, 2001 ) and Rothmuller et al (US Application: US 2003/0033296 A1 , published: 
Feb. 13, 2003, filed: Jul. 17, 2002), and Stubler et al (US Application: US 2002/0188602 
A1, published: Dec. 12, 2002, filed: May. 7, 2001), in further view of Wang et al (US 
Patent: 5,802,361, issued: Sep. 1, 1998, filed: Sep. 30, 1994) 
With regards to claim 53, Wilcock et al teaches 
a wireless mobile device, including: 

• A digital camera, a user interface, a communication interface with a wireless 
communication network, and a processor configured to perform steps 
comprising: generating image files for images created with the digital camera, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

• Obtaining location data from a base station for the wireless network, as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 1 , and is rejected under similar rationale. 

• Assigning metadata to each image file contemporaneously with generation of 
each image, the metadata categorizing each image according to a first scheme 
comprising date of image creation, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 
1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

• ... according to a second scheme comprising multiple subjects shown in an 
image, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 7, and is rejected under 
similar rationale. 

• ... according to a third scheme comprising location of image creation, as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale 
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• ... and transmitting the image files and assigned metadata, via the wireless 
communication network, for storage at a remote location such that the image files 
can subsequently be searched based upon the metadata, as similarly explained 
in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

• and a server for storing image data comprising: a memory, a communications 
interface coupled to the wireless communication network, and a processor 
configured to perform steps comprising: storing images generated by the 
wireless mobile device and transmitted through the wireless communication 
network to the server, said storing comprising storing the images in a database in 
the memory, the database having at least one virtual folder corresponding to 
each metadata scheme, and wherein each image has at least one entry in each 
of the at least one folders, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 14, and 
is rejected under similar rationale. 

Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al teach: 

• ... providing a user interface to select a year, displaying, as part of the user 
interface to select a year, an indication of the years for which there are stored 
images having metadata indicating creation of an image in an indicated year, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 17, and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

• ... providing a user interface to select a month of the selected year, displaying, 
as part of the user interface to select a month, an indication of the months for 
which there are stored images having metadata indicating creation of an image in 
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an indicated month, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 18, and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

• ... providing a user interface to select a day of the selected month, displaying, as 
part of the user interface to select a day, an indication of the days for which there 
are stored images having metadata indicating creation of an image on an 
indicated day, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 19, and is rejected 
under similar rationale. 

• ... displaying, upon selection of a day, information regarding images created on 
the selected day, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 20, and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

• ... providing a user interface to select a subregion of a displayed region, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 25, and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

• ... displaying, as part of the user interface to select a subregion, an indication of 
the subregions for which there are stored images having metadata indicating 
creation of an image in an indicated subregion, as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 26, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

• ... displaying, upon selection of a subregion, information regarding images 
created in the selected subregion, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 
25, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
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However, Wilcock et al and Rothmuller et al do not expressly teach generating a prompt 
for a user to accept or modify a suggested subject for an image based upon data in 
another application program being executed by the processor. 
Stubler et al teaches generating a prompt for a user to accept or modify a suggested 
subject for an image based upon data in another application program being executed by 
the processor, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 1 , and is rejected under 
similar rationale. 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Wilcock et al's mobile/camera device, such that it would 
further include the subject detection and prompting and detecting a subject that is 
taught by Stubler et al's computing device. The combination of Wilcock et al, Rothmuller 
et al, and Stubler et al would have allowed Wilcock et al to have "automatically selected 
one or more stored images having metadata similar to the acquired image ... and ... 
generating one or more captions or labels for the acquired image" (Stubler et al, 
paragraph 0009). 

However, the combination of Wilcock et al, Rothmuller et al, and Stubler et al do not 
expressly teach identifying, after selection of an image by a user, other images having 
metadata in common with the selected image, wherein the common metadata is 
metadata other than the metadata utilized to initially search for the selected image. 
Wang et al teaches identifying, after selection of an image by a user, other images 
having metadata in common with the selected image, wherein the common metadata is 
metadata other than the metadata utilized to initially search for the selected image 
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(column 27, lines 1-10: whereas, the user selects an image, metadata/attributes of other 
images having metadata/attributes in common with the selected image(s), are 
identified). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Wilcock et al, Rothmuller et al, and Stubler et al's image 
selection system, to have further included the ability to identify other images having 
metadata in common with one or more selected images, as taught by Wang et al. The 
combination would have allowed Wilcock et al to have "retrieved images according to 
their similarity measures" (Wang et al, Abstract). 

Response to Arguments 

13. Applicant's arguments filed 3/15/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

14. With regards to claim 1 , the applicant argues that "Wilcock does not disclose that 
the image files may subsequently be searched based on the metadata "since 
paragraphs 0038, or 0158 do not disclose or suggest anything regarding being able to 
search metadata". However, Wilcock further explains the metadata can be subsequently 
searched using the metadata by manipulating controls to view photos based on 
metadata, such through controls based on group or order, as explained in paragraphs 
0035, 0087, 0097, 0098, and as shown in Fig. 15 (whereas photographs are shown 
based on matching patterns of timestamp metadata)). Thus, as explained, each image 
can be categories in various schemes, including group names, and timestamps, and the 
applicant's argument is not persuasive. 



Application/Control Number: 10/651,211 Page 31 

Art Unit: 2178 

15. With regards to claim 14 and claim 38, the applicant argues that they include 
limitations similar to claim 1, and are thus allowable. However, the examiner has 
explained claim 1 to be rejected, and thus the applicant's argument is not persuasive. 

16. With regards to claim 5, the applicant is arguing that "Wilcock at paragraph 0055 
merely discloses a user-provided description of the photo, and does not mention one or 
more subjects shown in an image". However, the claim language does not suggest or 
limit what the term 'subject' includes. Thus, the examiner takes the definition of the word 
subject to mean "that which forms a basic matter of discussion", and/or also "the theme 
of a story" (from www.dictionary.com). Wilcox, as explained in paragraph 0055 and 
0056 includes description metadata, describing/(matter of discussion/theme) what is 
being shown in the image, and location metadata describing/indicating the shown 
location shown in a picture. Since the photo inherently shows a picture, and description 
metadata describes the photo, then the metadata relates to what is shown in the picture 
as well, and thus, the applicant's argument is not persuasive. 

17. With regards to claims 7, 40, and 42, for being allowable, since they include 
limitations similar to the limitations of claim 5, is not persuasive, since claim 5 has been 
shown/explained to be rejected. 

18. With regards to claim 9, the applicant argues that "Wilcock merely discloses that 
access to a user's photos can be password protected ... [and] Wilcock does not 
disclose that at least one image is designated as personal and at least one image is 
designated as shared". However, as explained in paragraph 0096, access to a particular 
user's photos can be password protected. Thus, one user can have his/her photos 
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password protected/(personal), while another user can have his/her photos without 
password protection/shared, which would satisfy the claim limitation of designating at 
least one image as personal (for a particular user), and designating at least one image 
as shared/no-password (for another user). Furthermore, the applicant is arguing that a 
single user is able to assign/designate an image (under that user) as personal, and the 
same user is able to assign/designate an image (under that same user) as shared. 
However, the claim limitations to not specify this criteria of a personal and a shared 
photo/image managed under a single user, and the applicant is arguing limitations not 
present in claim 9. Therefore, the applicant's arguments are not persuasive. 
19. With regards to claim 14, the applicant argues that "Wilcock makes no disclosure 
to any type of virtual folder, and further Wilcock makes no disclosure of at least one 
virtual folder corresponding to each of the at least two metadata schemes. However, the 
applicant does not provide any specific limitations as to what a virtual folder comprises. 
Thus, the examiner takes the definition of virtual to mean "existing or resulting in 
essence or effect through not in actual fact" ( www.dictionarv.com ). Thus, as explained 
in the prior rejection, there are two schemes (paragraph 0038: scheme 1 is the date, 
and scheme 2 is the location), such that the two schemes are stored in storage, 
(paragraph 0158), and the images with metadata are stored in a database in memory, 
such that the database itself is a virtual folder containing the images with metadata 
(since the functionality of a folder, for storing data within a logical location, is present in 
essence or effect). Thus, the virtual folder aspect is satisfied, and the applicant's 
argument is not persuasive. 
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20. With regards to all claims dependent on claim 14 being allowable, since claim 14 
is allowable, is not persuasive since claim 14, has bee explained/shown to be rejected. 

21. With regards to claims 10-12, and 44 - 46, being allowable since they depend 
either directly or indirectly upon a rejected base/independent claim, is not persuasive 
since the independent claims have been explained/shown to be rejected. 

22. With regards to claims 15-23, 25-27, 29-32, 34-37, and 48-52 for being 
allowable, since they depend on they depend either directly or indirectly upon a rejected 
base claim (except for independent claim 48) that is allowable, is not persuasive, since 
the independent claims have been shown/explained to be rejected. With regards to 
claim 48, for being allowable since it includes similar limitations as independent claim 
14, is not persuasive, since claim 14, has been explained/shown to be rejected. 

23. With regards to claim 24, and 28 for being allowable, since they depend either 
directly or indirectly upon an allowable independent claim, is not persuasive, since the 
independent claim(s) have been explained to be rejected. 

24. With regards to claim 33, for being allowable, since it depends on claim 14, is not 
persuasive, since claim 14 is shown/explained to be rejected. 

25. With regards to claim 53, for being allowable, for the same reasons as claims 1, 
7, and 14, is not persuasive, since claims 1, 7, and 14 have been explained/shown to be 
rejected. 

Conclusion 

26. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wilson Tsui whose telephone number is (571)272-7596. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Patent Examiner 
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